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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following is a non-final office action upon examination of application number 
09/538,556. Claims 1-17, 19, 20-22, and 25-29 are pending and have been examined on the 
merits discussed below. 

Response to Amendment/Remarks 

2. In view of the interviews that have taken place between applicant's attorney and 
examiner of record, the previous rejections have been modified. While it is clear that Puram 
does not explicitly teach the use of conjoint analysis in employer/candidate matching, another 
reference by Singh teaches the benefit using conjoint analysis for gaining insight to preferences 
for employer/candidate matching. It is also noted that the concept of gathering preferences from 
separate parties and matching those similar parties is old and well known in the art. Examiner 
notes that with the benefits of conjoint analysis in mind, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to use the concepts of conjoint analysis to reveal the preferences in a 
matching method or system. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 1, 3, 5-13, 16, 17, 19, 22, 23, and 25-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Puram et al, US 6,289,340 in view of the Singh article entitled, 
"Matching Candidates with Job Openings Using Web-based Adaptive Conjoint Analysis". 

As per claim 1 (amended), Puram et al teaches a method for facilitating evaluation 
comprising: 

obtaining for each of the parties (employers) in the first class and storing in a first digital 
storage medium responses from at least one of the party and a party co-evaluator to a first set of 
questions designed to permit analysis of the responses in terms of a first plurality of attributes 
that can be used to estimate the closeness of such party's fit with a counterparty (candidates) in 
such context and obtaining for each of the counterparties in the second class and storing in a 
second digital storage medium responses from at least one of the counterparty and a counterparty 
co-evaluator to a second set of questions designed to permit analysis of the responses to estimate 
the closeness of such counterparty's fit with a party in such context (column 2, lines 44-55, 
column 3, lines 53-56 - in this reference the "employers" and "candidates" provide data 
regarding the skills desired or possessed and that information is stored within a storage medium; 
figures 5-9, the questions to reveal preferences are presented in a way to "force" the respondent 
to answer, as opposed to an open ended format. The questions are formed so that the respondent 
is lead to give specific information. In figure 5, the respondent answers specific questions about 
technical skills. The respondent is "forced" to enter information such as specific hardware he or 
she has worked with and the number of years working in that area, as opposed to a format 
wherein the respondent is asked an open ended question such as "tell us everything about your 
technical skills"); 
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deriving from the responses to the first set of questions for each such party a first 
preference profile for each such party and deriving from the responses to the second set of 
questions for each such counterparty a second preference profile for each such counterparty 
(column 1, lines 10-13; profiles are generated and stored for candidates and positions to be filled 
(employer profile)); 

and in a separate computer process, analyzing the preference profiles of the party and 
counterparty to generate a list of counterparties for which the preferences of the party closely 
match the preferences of the counterparty and the preferences of the counterparty closely match 
the preferences of the party and communicating the first list to such party (column 7, lines 6-22, 
65-67). 

Puram teaches a matching process wherein preference profiles are generated for job 
candidates and for positions to be filled by having the employers answer questions regarding 
skills needed and candidates answer questions regarding the skills they possess and the level of 
those skills, but Puram does not explicitly teach the use of conjoint analysis, including forced 
choice questions that are essentially orthogonal to one another and are used to reveal underlying 
party preferences. However, conjoint analysis is an old and well-known method used to reveal 
preferences. As taught in the Singh article, conjoint analysis is an effective tool in choosing 
candidates for job openings therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to use conjoint analysis to analyze the candidates as taught in 
Singh and to also use the same conjoint analysis along with the Puram method of analyzing both 
employer preferences and candidate preferences to find the best fit, making sure to satisfy 
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preferences of both the employer and candidate. A method using conjoint analysis for both the 
party and counterparty would ensure the most effective matching. 

As per claim 3, Puram et al teaches the first list ranked according to the closeness of fit 
(abstract; the candidates are ranked according to adjusted skills scores to yield best-fit matches). 

As per claims 5 and 6, Puram et al teaches obtaining responses from each of the parties 
and counterparties is accomplished using communication over a communication network 
(column 3, lines 7-8). 

As per claims 7 and 8, Puram et al teaches obtaining responses from each of the parties 
and counterparties includes making web pages available providing the questions and permitting 
entry by such party or counterparty of responses thereto (column 3, lines 50-58, column 5, lines 
60-67). 

As per claim 9, Puram et al teaches questions eliciting revelation of a utility value which 
indicates the value that the party places on the level of the attribute (column 5, lines 60-65; the 
party (employer) identifies the skills desired and indicates the priority of that skill). 

As per claim 10, Puram et al teaches questions eliciting revelation of a utility value 
which indicates the value that the counterparty places on the level of the attribute (column 5, 
lines 36-42; the counterparty (candidate) indicates priority of preferred geographic region of 
employment or willingness to travel). 

As per claim 11, Puram et al teaches analyzing the preference profile of the party in 
relation to the preference profiles of the counterparties using a measure of distance between a set 
of utility values created with respect to the first series of attributes and a set of utility values 
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created for the second series of attributes (column 7, lines 6-13, 21-25, 51-69; the search only 
returns those candidates whose skills profiles matches or exceeds the specified criteria). 

As per claim 12, Puram et al teaches a set of questions requiring the party to rank each of 
a non-null set of items from among a plurality of possible ranks (column 2, lines 44-49; the 
employer provides data regarding the skills desired and the priority of that skill for the position). 

As per claim 13, Puram et al teaches a set of questions requiring the counterparty to rank 
each of a non-null set of items from among a plurality of possible ranks (column 5, lines 36-42; 
the counterparty (candidate) inputs preference data, for example, the candidate inputs his or her 
preferred geographic location). 

As per claim 16, Puram et al teaches the preference profile of each party associates a 
utility value to indicate the value which the party places on the level of the attribute (column 5, 
lines 60-67, column 2, lines 44-50; the party (employer) identifies the importance or priority of 
the skills desired as part of the preference data that is gathered and stored in the profile). 

As per claim 17, Puram et al teaches the preference profile of each counterparty 
associates a utility value to indicate the value which the counterparty places on each level of the 
attribute (column 5, lines 35-42, column 2, lines 50-55; the counterparty (candidate) indicates 
preference values for each attribute which are stored in the profile). 

As per claim 19, Puram et al teaches a party co-evaluator is an associate of the party 
(Puram teaches a third party evaluation of the candidate (column 3, lines 20-25), inherently this 
evaluation would come from an associate or someone who knows the candidate, otherwise, the 
third party evaluation would not be accurate) 
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As per claim 22, the same rejection as applied to claim 1 above is applied to claim 22. 
Claim 22 is the computer process for implementing the steps of claim 1. 

As per claim 23, the same rejection as applied to claim 1 above is applied to claim 23. 
Claim 23 is a question and response module for obtaining the information claimed in claim 1. 
Puram et al teaches separate interfaces for collecting the profile information (column 3, lines 20- 
25), and also teaches storing the information in separate storage media (column 2, lines 44-55). 

As per claim 25, the same rejection as applied to claim 1 above is applied to claim 25. In 
claim 25, the database is structured for storing the information obtained in claim 1. Puram et al 
teaches separate databases for the profile information gathered from the party (employer) and the 
counterparty (candidate). 

As per claim 26, the same rejection as applied to claim 16 above is applied to claim 26. 
In claim 26, the information obtained in claim 16 is stored in the database of claim 25. 

As per claim 27, the same rejection as applied to claim 17 above is applied to claim 27. 
In claim 27, the information obtained in claim 17 is stored in the database of claim 25. 

As per claim 28, the same rejection as applied to claim 1 1 above is applied to claim 28. 

As per claim 29, the same rejection is applied to claims 1 and 23 above as applied to 
claim 29. In claim 29, the database is structured for storing the information obtained in claim 1 
by the question and response module in claim 23. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 2, 4, 14, 15 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Puram et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,289,340 Bl and Singh, in further view of CareerMosaic. The 
following rejections are based on CareerMosaic.com. Applicant is reminded that the following 
rejections are based on the product of CareerMosaic.com 

CareerMosaic.com web pages 1-16 were retrieved from the "Wayback Machine" 
(web.archive.org). The CareerMosaic.com web pages referenced were archived on April 12, 
1997. 

As per claim 2, the combination of Puram et al and Singh teaches communicating, to a 
party (employer), a list of counterparties (candidates) whose preference profiles closely fit with 
those of the parties but does not teach communicating, to a counterparty, a list of parties for 
which the preferences of the party closely match the preferences of the counterparty and the 
preferences of the counterparty closely match the preferences of the party. CareerMosaic.com 
offers a way for counterparties to receive a list of parties with whom their preferences match (pg 
5 - a description of the CareerMosaic J.O.B.S. database, where the counterparty enters criteria 
important to the job search and the second list of companies (parties) that match are returned). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
the combination of Puram et al and Singh to include the list presented to the counterparty as well. 
The motivation for doing so would be so that both the employer and candidate could make a 
more informed decision. For example if the counterparty was not presented with a list of 
matching parties, he or she may be inclined to take the first offer for a job. Whereas, if the 
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counterparty knew of the parties who might be contacting them, they could make a better 
decision on whether to take their first offer. 

As per claim 4, the combination of Puram et al and Singh teaches the second list ranked 
according to the closeness of fit (abstract; the candidates are ranked according to adjusted skills 
scores to yield best-fit matches). Puram et al does not teach a ranked list of parties. It is old and 
well known in the art to rank lists to group more relevant results together. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to generate a ranked list of 
matching parties as well, so both the employers and candidates could make a well-informed 
decision on filling and selecting a position. A real world example would be that a candidate who 
receives more than one offer for employment and/or interview would choose the potential 
employer that best appeals to the candidate. It is for this reason one would be motivated to 
generate a ranked list of matching parties. 

As per claim 14, the combination of Puram et al and Singh teaches all the limitations of 
claim 14, as applied to claim 9 above, but does not teach the questions revealing values without 
explicitly asking for the values. The combination of Puram et al and Singh teaches the party 
assigning a desired skill level for skills such as operating systems, languages, project experience, 
etc. (column 6, lines 11-14). By assigning a desired skill level to those skills, it would be 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to imply that one without 
those skills (or one with other skills) are not needed for the position. The motivation of using 
this type of question is to help the counterparty to realize what type of person is being sought 
after for the job. If the counterparty does not have the skills given the most priority, they would 
know they are not qualified. 
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As per claim 15, the combination of Puram et al and Singh teaches all the limitations of 
claim 15, as applied to claim 10 above, but does not teach the questions revealing values without 
explicitly asking for the values. The combination of Puram et al and Singh teaches the 
counterparty identifying their geographic location preference (column 5, lines 35-42). It would 
be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to imply from that 
question whether or not the counterparty is willing to relocate. For example, if the candidate was 
living in one state and their geographic preference was in another state, the party could imply 
that the counterparty is willing to relocate. The motivation of using this type of question is to 
help the party to find a counterparty to is available for a position in a certain geographic region 
and if that counterparty is willing to relocate from their current location. If the position is in a 
state that the counterparty is not willing to relocate to, the party would not contact that 
counterparty. 

As per claim 20, the combination of Puram et al and Singh does not explicitly teach the 
counterparty co-evaluator is one of an associate, a member of a group to which the counterparty 
belongs, a parent or guardian of the counterparty, an advisor to the counterparty, a relative of the 
counterparty, and a friend of the counterparty. It would be inherent that there would be a 
counterparty co-evaluator involved in any business transaction such as hiring a candidate (as in 
the Puram reference). It is well known in general hiring practices to involve more than one 
person in the hiring process. A hiring manager may set forth skills needed for the job and have 
them reviewed by another person in the group such as his or her manager or the person for which 
the candidate will be working. This type of practice ensures that the list of skills needed includes 
everything relevant to the job opening. 



Application/Control Number: 09/538,556 
Art Unit: 3623 



Page 1 1 



Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 



examiner should be directed to Johnna R Stimpak whose telephone number is 703-305-4566. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am-5 :30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on 703-305-9643. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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